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• Animals may receive information from conflicting sources 
simultaneously
• e.g. food cues vs predator cues
• Determining which source to attend to may depend on the 
sensory modality from which the information was received
• Behavioural thresholds need to be dynamic and context-
dependent
Sensory Perception
Skals et al. (2005) The Journal of Experimental Biology
Threat Sensitivity Predator Avoidance 
Hypothesis
• Helfman, 1989
• Behavioural response of prey animals will intensify with 
multiple stimuli pertaining to a predator
• Multiple stimuli = increased perception of risk

Methodology
• 11 marmosets
• Visual stimuli:
• Favourite food
• Aversive visual predatory stimulus
• Auditory stimulus:
• Aversive auditory predatory stimulus
• Combinations:
• Food + Visual predator
• Food + Auditory predator
• Visual predator + Auditory predator
• Food + Visual predator + Auditory predator
Hypotheses
Multiple predator-based cues will 
increase the level of perceived 
risk.
Marmosets will attend to predator 
cues over food cues.
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Results Summary
• Marmosets assessed potential risk.
• The marmosets showed a more aversive response to the visual AND 
auditory combined predatory stimuli, but only in some behaviours.
• Need to measure more than one behaviour in these studies.
• Latency to retrieve marshmallow is affected by the visual presence of a 
predator.
• Marmoset vocalisations are reduced by presence of the auditory cue of 
a predator.
• Distance was affected by the attraction of the marshmallow, but 
repelled by the quoll.
• Conflicting stimuli can result in a push-pull effect, rather than a 
dominance of one cue over another.
• Food is an attractant and influences behavioural responses*
*The results of this study may differ with lower value food
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